it may also engage the reproduction right. The chapter examines the evolution, rationale and scope of the picturisation right. The contentious aspect of the adaptation right, which, as mentioned, includes the picturisation right, is its ambit. The adaptation right includes the dramatisation, 8 fictionalisation 9 and translation 10 rights, for example, all of which theoretically capture considerable textual change between the source work and the derivative work. The picturisation right ostensibly goes further, potentially extending to radical change between the textual constitution of the source work, and the pictorial form of the derivative work. Art Spiegelman, who crafted the iconic graphic work Maus, has suggested that the 'picture/word divide' is 'as big a divide as the secular/religious divide '. 11 In traversing this chasm between word and image, the picturisation right is perhaps the closest copyright comes to monopolising the ideas that inhere in literary text. It is therefore important to consider the boundaries of the picturisation right, and its consonance with copyright's idea-expression doctrine, which insulates ideas from the copyright domain.
12
Questions surrounding the ambit and application of the picturisation right have practical contemporary significance and a number of factors suggest there will be more, not less, picturisation in future. In this digital age, the image is ubiquitous and ascendant. This probably explains the surge in interest in graphic narratives, and the consolidation of a lucrative market in them, particularly as today's e-reading devices are able to tell stories simultaneously through text, pictures, and videos. 13 The picturisation right also impacts numerous incredibly valuable graphic characters, which often have literary origins. James Bond, Tarzan, Harry Potter, Conan the Barbarian, and Sherlock Holmes are just some examples. If we include moving pictures in our concept of picturisation, 14 then we must not forget that countless films and television shows owe their origin to literature. Famous examples from an almost limitless pool include Game of Thrones, Gone with the Wind and To Kill a Mockingbird. This trend is likely to continue, with some commentators noting a veritable adaptation boom as producers manage risk by utilising demonstratively successful published stories. 15 Picturisation also deserves careful attention, because it impacts a number of competing interests. Since pictures potentially change the independent meaning of words, authors will likely have a keen interest in pictorial treatments of their 8 I.e., the right to make a dramatic adaptation of a novel. I.e., the right to adapt a play into a novel. 10 I.e., the right to translate a literary work from one language into another.
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Cited in Chute and DeKoven (n 3) 772. literary text and the potential to economically exploit them. Downstream artists will wish to craft images from words that inspire them.
It is therefore important to identify the contours and boundaries of the picturisation right, as well as the context in which the right functions. A number of factors govern the competing interests surrounding the picturisation of literary text. These include the particular text of the picturisation right and its possible judicial interpretation as well as exceptions to infringement such as fair dealings -the focus of this chapter. Also relevant are understandings, misconceptions and assumptions regarding the picturisation right, licences and industry norms, and the levels of interest, disinterest and tolerance shown by copyright owners in infringing conduct. The latter considerations are beyond the scope of this chapter, but merit further empirical research.
LEGISLATIVE ORIGINS OF THE PICTURISATION
RIGHT -AUSTRALIA
In copyright schemes, the picturisation right usually sits under the umbrella of the adaptation right. This has its history in Article 12 of the Berne Convention, which provides that '[a]uthors of literary, scientific or artistic works shall enjoy the exclusive right of authorizing adaptations, arrangements and other alterations of their works'. 16 Article 14(1) provides those authors with the right to authorise cinematographic adaptations.
17
The Berne Convention contains no specific mention of picturisation, other than this cinematographic adaptation right.
The Australian picturisation right first appeared in the Copyright Act 1968 (Cth) ('the Act') in the definition of 'adaptation', which includes, in relation to literary works, 'a version of the work in which a story or action is conveyed solely or principally by means of pictures'.
18 There is no evidence as to why the picturisation right was included, and it has had no substantive discrete judicial attention. The Australian picturisation right was presumably inspired by the United Kingdom's (UK's) picturisation right, which first appeared in the Copyright Act 1956 (UK). 19 The Copyright Bill 1956 had no picturisation right, but Lord Mancroft successfully moved an amendment to include one during the Bill's passage. provides for another form of adaptation which, I understand, is becoming increasingly common . . . [the amendment] makes it an infringement to reproduce a story in the form of a strip-cartoon without the consent of the author of the story. This practice is becoming increasingly common in perfectly reputable journals, particularly children's papers illustrating history, the Bible and so on. I think this particular paragraph of the Amendment meets this trouble.
21
The inclusion of the picturisation right may also have been explained by the burgeoning comic book genre in the 1950s. For example, Tarzan's most famous illustrator said in 1969:
What has become quite apparent for some time is the rise of a new reading public which takes 'pop' culture and 'pop' art quite seriously and is ready to accept new standards of higher aesthetic judgment as to what is called art. In my opinion, I think it is possible for the comic strip to reach the status of a new dimension, and I think it is possible to do this with the character and personality of TARZAN. 22 Following the repeal of the Copyright Act 1956 (UK), the picturisation right was retained in section 21(3) of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988 (UK). Lord Beaverbrook made the following observation about it when resisting a proposed amendment to delete the reference to 'pictures':
Clause 21(3) reiterates the definition of adaptation to be found in the 1956 Act . . . The intention of this provision is to cover the case where a story in the form of a literary work is turned into a cartoon strip for use in a book. To tell the same story in picture form is regarded as an adaptation of the literary work, and this requires the consent of the copyright owner.
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As a subset of the adaptation right, the rationale for that right may help explain the particular theoretical and normative basis for the picturisation right. This analysis is complicated by the inability to homogenise the 'adaptation' right across copyright jurisdictions. 24 In Australia and the UK, for example, it is a narrowly defined series of particular transitions in form and content from the original work, while the United States (US) derivative right is defined more broadly, albeit accompanied by a sequence of illustrative examples.
25 It is notoriously difficult to explain copyright, let alone its individual rights, and there are robustly contested and competing theories. Similar controversies apply to 21 Ibid. the adaptation or derivative right, 26 and there is no guarantee that those debates would be resolved in the same way across all of the subsets of the adaptation right. The economic or utilitarian theory tends to be frequently offered as an explanation of the adaptation right;
27 that is, protecting markets that are or could be exploited by the owner of copyright in the literary work, and thus encouraging the creation of the work. The statutory adaptation right seems largely to have followed the market, 28 and case law recognising copyright owners' rights in those markets. 29 However, it is not difficult to explain the picturisation right under the personality theory and even a moral rights framework, in which authors seek to protect the emotional bond they have with their creations. The labour theory might equally be persuasive, granting the labourer not only the rights in the source creation, but the halo of transformations that rely and build on the labourer's efforts.
Because Australia has conventionally been a passive recipient of UK copyright models, it is unsurprising that the rationale for the picturisation right remains unscrutinised under Australian copyright law. It seems clear that the picturisation right (and the adaptation right more generally) was considered necessary as a special, bespoke adaptation right because literary-to-image translations fall outside the acts that would otherwise be captured by the reproduction right. If they were captured by the reproduction right, the picturisation adaptation right would be tautological. The need for a customised picturisation right was implied by Lord Beaverbrook in his explanation that '[b] ecause the making of a pictorial form of a literary work may not be copying we make specific provision for a separate restricted act of adaptation'. 30 While some picturisations may arguably also be a reproduction of the original work, there would seem to be instances where this would not be the case. Indeed, it is suggested that the picturisation right occupies a unique niche that the reproduction right cannot extend to, and it is argued that a version of a novel solely or principally in pictures could not constitute any reproduction of the author's written expression. versa. 32 In Dyason v Autodesk, the Full Court of the Federal Court has interpreted 'version' in the adaptation right to bear its 'ordinary and natural meaning as a special form or variant of something'. 33 The court pointed specifically to the picturisation right, 'where the form of the work is itself greatly changed', 34 as illustrating the 'wide connotation to be attributed to the word'. 35 The court noted that the word 'necessarily requires that there be change or variation. Though it goes too far to say that something is a version of another thing if the two are essentially different '. 36 Therefore the picturisation right would clearly not cover something like Thomas Phillips's A Humument: A Treated Victorian Novel, 37 in which Phillips reorders the text of an 1892 novel in combination with his original drawings and collages. This quirky melange is not a 'version' of the original Victorian novel. It does not convey an existing story or action, but rather concocts a new 'story'.
The concept of 'version' in the picturisation right is also complicated by the very nature of illustration and the process and effect of picturisation. Mitchell, for example, explains how we 'read' pictures similarly to 'the way we read an ungraduated thermometer. Every mark, every modification, every curve or swelling of a line, every modification of texture or color is loaded with semantic potential'.
38 Pointon notes the complex process of interaction and communication between pictorial and verbal discourses in the illustrated book.
39 Similar issues arise in the transition from literary text to film picturisation. When Elena Ferrante was discussing the casting of the characters from her Neapolitan novels, she said:
. . . it is useless to say, 'Lila has little or nothing to do with that body, that face, that gaze, that way of moving,' etc. No real person will ever match the image that I or a reader have in our minds. This is because the written word, of course, defines but by nature leaves much to reader's imagination. The visual image instead shrinks those margins. It is destined to always leave out something that the words inspire -something that always matters. 40 In this sense, the visual depiction is a 'version' of the work, but a necessarily compromised one. The work captured in the literary text is the ideal version, even if it is irreducible and indefinable because it is partly formed through the processes of individuals' varied imaginations. 41 The elusive nature of the literary character in particular means that it 32 Copyright Act 1968 (Cth), s 10 ('adaptation'). may be difficult to identify it as a 'work', 42 which correspondingly makes it difficult to reconcile a pictorial 'version' of it. Ferrante also said that the process of casting:
was a radical change. The characters, the neighborhood are all created from words, and yet they move from literature to the screen. They leave the world of readers and enter into the much more vast world of spectators . . . It's a process that intrigues me. The substance of the books is reworked according to other rules and other priorities, and it changes nature. 43 These comments suggest that picturisation can be so much more than the literary source. This increases the risk that the picturisation may so radically augment the source that it drifts away from the semantic kernel of the literary text, perhaps to the point where it is no longer a 'version' of it. The boundary lines of a 'version' are clearly contestable. In Dyason, the court held that the definition of adaptation does not require 'that the impugned version of the work embodies or preserves the original intrinsic qualities of the copyright work' 44 and demonstrates 'that a work may be an adaptation of another work notwithstanding considerable differences between the two works'.
45 And yet there must come a point when those differences are so great that the downstream work cannot be considered a version of the source work. The concept of a 'version' as a variant of something suggests that at least some of the essential features of the source can be discerned in the variant, otherwise it may not be recognisable as an adaptation, but only as a discrete and unrelated independent work. Therefore, severe pictorial truncations of the literary text might not constitute a 'version'. 46 Likewise, an actionable picturisation may not result from humorous two-panel comics expressing the essence of classic literature, such as The picturisation right is limited to a 'version' of the 'work' in which a story or action is conveyed solely or principally by means of pictures. This demands identification of the 'work', because only when we have defined the 'work' at issue can we determine whether a 'version' has been made of it. If we define a chapter or a character as a discrete work, this might raise unique issues that would not arise if we defined the novel itself as the work.
This concept of the work also explains the close relationship between the adaptation right and the copyright work as an immaterial idea. In its early history, copyright conferred a narrow right to protect only the original form of the verbatim text. The first ever copyright statute prohibited the printing, reprinting or importing of copyright 'books' without authorisation. 48 It did not expressly grant any right to create works based on the 42 Ibid.
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Although a single recognisable scene from a literary work may constitute a substantial part of that work, and infringe. This issue is discussed further below. book, such as abridgements, translations and other adaptations such as picturisation. As Peter Jaszi and others have explained, gradually the reproduction right extended to nonliteral reproductions. These were tolerated, and even commended, based on the logic that they represented the additive labour of new 'authors'. 49 This development eventually led to, or was the prehistory of, a universal conception of the 'work' existing separately from the literal expression embodied in the material form of the book.
50 Such a conception is apparently essential to the evolution of the adaptation right. As Peter Jaszi explains: copyright consists in the substance, and not in the form alone. That which constitutes the essence and value of a literary composition, which represents the results of the author's labor and learning, may be capable of expression in more than one form of language different from that of the original. . .. This 'penumbral concept of the "work"' 52 allowed 'a general dominion over the imaginative territory of a particular literary or artistic production'. 53 In this respect, of all of the subsets of the adaptation right, the picturisation right is perhaps the poster child for capturing what Oren Bracha refers to as the 'modern notion of the work as a shape-shifter'.
54

iii. Meaning of 'Story or Action'
The statutory wording limits the adaptation to a version of the work in which a 'story or action' is conveyed solely or principally by means of pictures. This seems to fragment the work into component parts which include stories or actions, with the picturisation right only attaching to the story or action. Thus the picturisation is not truly a version of the entire work, it is only a version of those aspects of the work which depict a story or action. Does the requirement of a 'story' being picturised suggest that more than a small part of the work needs to be adapted? This depends on how we define both the terms 'story' and 'action', and whether they have separate meanings. We may think that a 'story' must refer to the entire narrative development of the literary text, but this denies the reality that there may be stories within stories. Similarly, an 'action' may be a discrete element of a larger story.
The requirement of a story or action also limits the scope of literary works captured by the picturisation right. Essentially, only literary works conveying a story or action are included. Do we take a post-modern construction of this? If we accept that everything Ibid 475: 'Gradually, as the notion took hold that the "work" embraced more than the literal expression embodied in the corresponding manuscript, the shadow developed a pronounced penumbra, and the concept of the "work" came fully into its own'. is a narrative, or a story, depicting the 'action' of life, then most literary works would fall within the ambit of the picturisation right. Under copyright law, the literary works ostensibly captured by the picturisation right are expansive, and include software and the mundane user manual for a food blender. This raises interesting issues about the extent to which non-literary (in the aesthetic sense) works are covered by the right. For example, would Robert Sikoryak's graphic novel depicting the 20,669-word iTunes terms and conditions infringe the right? 55 The iTunes terms and conditions would probably be a literary work, but most of us on a long flight would not turn to those terms and conditions to supply a good and distracting story or action. This did not stop Sikoryak being a little nervous as he crafted his graphic novel, 56 and the proclamation above the title that it is an 'unauthorised adaptation' is telling, unless it is simply a tongue in cheek marketing gimmick.
However, Sikoryak's other graphic novel mashups may be caught by the picturisation right. In his 2009 Masterpiece Comics, cartoon characters Beavis and Butthead invade Waiting for Godot, 57 and Superman becomes Albert Camus's Stranger. 58 Other examples of potentially 'story-less' versions include the conversion of a contract into a graphic form, 59 Sid Jacobson and Ernie Colón's best-selling graphic novel adaptation of the 9/11 Commission Report, 60 and the graphic adaptation of the US Senate Intelligence Committee's 2014 Torture Report. 61 A particularly interesting example of the picturisation of 'story-less' words is conceptual art that is dependent on literary instructions, such as the work of Sol Le Witt. For example, the title to Sol LeWitt's Wall drawing #338 (1971) includes the instructions for its rendering:
Two part drawing. The wall is divided vertically into two parts. Each part is divided horizontally and vertically into four equal parts. 1st part: Lines in four directions, one direction in each quarter. 2nd part: Lines in four directions, superimposed progressively.
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It is difficult to discern any 'story or action' in these words, even if they are the portal to the graphic manifestation of the art. Likewise, Olivia Locher's photographic representations Ibid. Sikoryak said 'some of the language about not using the material you get from iTunes to infringe the intellectual property rights of a third party or Apple -that made me nervous as I was drawing. Have I done that? I think they're talking about apps'. Another important issue arises. Does the right extend to the picturisation of a literary character, when it is only ostensibly limited to 'story and action'? Is the literary text compiling the character consonant with 'story' or 'action'? Is the character necessarily subsumed in story or action, or can it be distinguished from them? Character and plot are discrete topics in literary theory, 64 and yet, one US case has suggested that copyright may subsist independently in characters if they constitute the 'story being told '. 65 This anticipates that, at least in theory, characters may sometimes fuse with the story. We might ask, what is a 'story' or indeed 'action' without characters? Indeed, a number of dictionary definitions of 'story' embed characters in them. 66 It seems inevitable that a picturisation of a story or action would involve picturising characters.
iv. Meaning and Effect of Conveying Story or Action Solely or Principally by Means of Pictures
The picturisation right is limited to adaptations where the story is conveyed solely or principally by means of pictures. This means that the derivative work must be at least principally picturised. To state the obvious, the picturisation right is concerned with pictures, not words. Words can be protected under the reproduction right and have no need for a bespoke adaptation right. The picturisation right does raise some interesting questions, however. The right would clearly cover derivative works like comics or graphic novels, however, would it apply to the complementary addition of a number of illustrations to a novel, such as the 42 illustrations in the 200 pages of Alice in Wonderland?
The answer to this question is complicated by the fact that, while the copyright owner's right is the right to make a version of the work in its entirety, copyright prohibits substantial appropriations. Section 14(1)(b) of the Act clarifies that 'a reference to [an] . . . adaptation . . . of a work shall be read as including a reference to [an] . . . adaptation . . . of a substantial part of the work' (emphasis added). It may be difficult to conceive of a 'version' of part of a work, however section 14(1)(b) means that only a substantial part of the entire work need be picturised to constitute an infringement. 67 It is beyond the scope of this chapter to precis Anglo-Australian jurisprudence on the substantiality analysis in copyright infringement, however it is clear that substantiality is not dependent 
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'An account of imaginary or real people and events told for entertainment', 'story' (Oxford Dictionaries Online) <https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/story>; 'A story is a description of imaginary people and events, which is written or told in order to entertain', 'story' (Collins online dictionary) <www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/story_1>. on quantitative appropriation. 68 Nevertheless, to infringe the picturisation right, the substantial part taken by the defendant must presumably convey 'story' or 'action'. This is because the right is limited to making a version of the work in which the story or action is conveyed solely or principally by means of pictures.
This could raise an interesting question about whether the doctrine of substantiality in Australian copyright law fluctuates depending on the exclusive right at issue. Is a substantial part differently calibrated depending on the right that is infringed? Or is the true 'home' of substantiality the reproduction right? Does the nature of the adaptation right itself necessitate that a greater quantum is taken? This could be the case, because the adaptation right deals with 'versions' of works, which suggests a greater quantum of use in order to capture a 'version'. It has been argued that 'simply taking the attributes of a character, or a series of characters, in a literary work and making a pictorial story using those characters would not be an adaptation, as the definition requires the making of a version of the original work'.
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Thus this objection is not because characters are distinct from story or action, but because they would fall short of constituting a 'version' of the work. And yet, as discussed above, section 14 clearly recognises that adaptations of substantial parts of a work may infringe. We must somehow reconcile the particular wording of the picturisation right with the clear wording of section 14(1)(b). Therefore, the graphic depiction of a character might be an adaptation of a substantial part of a work, provided a character is 'story or action'. Thus the picture on a book cover may infringe the picturisation right if it conveys a qualitatively important aspect of the story or action in the literary source.
v. Meaning of 'Pictures'
The picturisation right is also limited to conveying story or action wholly or principally by means of pictures. This demands some consideration of the meaning of 'pictures'. 'Picture' was defined broadly in the US case Parton v Prang as 'any graphic representation', 70 but the word has received no judicial attention by Australian courts, and is likely to receive its ordinary meaning.
a. Films
Australian legal commentary recognises that the picturisation right may extend to forms such as multimedia and film, 71 noting that the definition of 'cinematograph film' in section 10(1) of the Act refers to the 'aggregate of . . . visual images embodied in an article or thing so as to be capable . . . of being shown as a moving picture'.
72 Indeed, there is an obvious similarity between film and picturised fiction. Chute has described the proximity between film and 'graphic narratives' 73 resulting from each being a visual, sequential art form.
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The waters are potentially muddied by section 21(1) of the Act, which deems films of literary works to be a reproduction, not an adaptation. 75 This may suggest that the picturisation right does not extend to literary-to-film adaptations, otherwise there would be redundant dual protection under both the reproduction and picturisation rights. This perhaps explains the UK picturisation right being limited to picturisations 'in a book, or in a newspaper, magazine or similar periodical'. 76 However, the better argument is that section 21(1) is simply a deeming provision, to avoid quarrel about whether a film of the work is a 'reproduction'. Both section 21(1) and the picturisation right acknowledge the substantial differences between literary text and pictures. With no obvious equivalency between the two media, statutory intervention is required to link them in both cases. For this reason, as other commentators accept, 'it is quite possible that a film of . . . a work could be simultaneously both a reproduction and an adaptation '. 77 This may, for example, extend the picturisation right to interpretations such as 'Literal Bohemian Rhapsody', a spoken word film adaptation of Queen's iconic song, the words of which are a literary work.
78 And yet, there are numerous instances when there would not be such an overlap, and only the picturisation right, or section 21(1), will operate. It will be recalled that the picturisation right is limited to circumstances where a 'story or action' is conveyed 'solely or principally' by pictures.
At first glance, it might be thought that films are comprised 'solely or principally' of pictures, but this ignores the wordiness of the screenplay which ordinarily accompanies the aggregate of visual images constituting the film. On the other hand, the ambit of section 21(1) is apparently much broader than the picturisation right, requiring only that a film 'of the work' be made, without requiring that it be a 'version' of the work, that it convey story or action, or that it be comprised 'solely or principally' of pictures. In both cases, if the film version is a substantial and transformative departure from the literary source, neither right may be infringed. In such circumstances, it would be difficult to argue that, under the picturisation right, the film is a 'version' of the work. Equally, under section 21(1) the film may not truly be 'of the work', but rather just capture its broad ideas. 82 However, given the abundance and accessibility of visual material in our image-saturated world, it is easy to picturise words using those existing stocks. Indeed, Ransom Riggs found himself having to do more of this in Hollow City, his sequel to Miss Peregrine's Home for Peculiar Children. 83 Nothing in the language of the picturisation right suggests that each image must be original to the adaptor.
c. Paintings
Clearly 'pictures' would also include painting and drawings. Fan art began as early as the 19th century, 84 and continues today. 85 However, fan art tends to be based on existing graphic representations of literary or graphic characters, rather than the literary works which may have complemented, or spawned, those graphic representations. 86 As such, they are less likely to engage the picturisation right.
DEFENCES
The primary objective of this chapter has been to analyse the meaning and potential ambit of the picturisation right, and when it might be infringed. The potential defences that might be raised in any infringement action should, however, be briefly mentioned. In the Australian context, these include the fair dealing defences, which require the putative infringer to establish that the picturisation was for one or more enumerated purposes. These could conceivably include research or study, 87 parody or satire, 88 criticism or review, 89 possibly reporting news 90 and even perhaps providing access to persons with a disability.
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The latter might include, for example, attempting to enhance the understanding of literary 81 text through picturisation for people with dyslexia or Alzheimers. It may even extend to 3-D picturisations which can be haptically perceived by the blind or visually impaired. The dealing must also be fair. The research or study fair dealing defence lists five inclusive factors to be considered when determining whether a use is a fair dealing:
(1) the purpose and character of the dealing or recording; (2) the nature of the work, adaptation, audiovisual item or performance; (3) the possibility of obtaining the work, adaptation, audiovisual item or an authorised recording of the performance within a reasonable time at an ordinary commercial price; (4) the effect of the dealing or recording upon the potential market for, or value of, the work, adaptation, audiovisual item or authorised recordings of the performance; and (5) in a case where part only of the work, adaptation, audiovisual item or performance is reproduced, copied or recorded, the amount and substantiality of the part copied, taken or recorded in relation to the whole work, adaptation, item or performance.
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Australian case law provides limited assistance in understanding the fairness factors, 93 and has been criticised for obscuring, rather than clarifying, the law. 94 Unlike the US fair use defence, 95 Australian fair dealing jurisprudence has not expressly considered nor valorised the transformative nature of the defendant's conduct. This particular fair use criterion is problematic in the context of adaptations, which, by their nature, necessarily involve sometimes radical transformation between the source and the adaptation. Because the picturisation right rests on a foundation of fundamental formal transformation, this must signal a Parliamentary intention to reserve to the copyright owner a broad territory. However, the fair dealing regime permits defendants to graphically convert the plaintiff's words even within that territory, provided the picturisation achieves one of the privileged fair dealing purposes.
CONCLUSION
This chapter has scoped the contours of an under-examined adaptation right, the picturisation of literary works. In the absence of any judicial consideration of the right, the chapter has raised a number of questions considering the nature, rationale and ambit of the picturisation right, and attempted to answer them. The picturisation right was likely introduced into the copyright owner's suite of exclusive rights to cordon off text-to-image versions of literary works in response to growing market interest in them. A bespoke 92 Ibid ss 40(2), 103C(2). 93 picturisation right was considered necessary, since these transformations fell outside the acts that would be captured by the reproduction right. The picturisation right clearly has the potential to constrain artistic visions of literary works. Its true potency has not yet been tested judicially, but it will ultimately be determined by the interpretation of key phrases in the statutory right, particularly the meaning of 'version', 'story or action', and 'picture', in combination with the fair dealing defences. As a right which comes close to monopolising the ideas inhering in the literary text, these questions should be resolved taking a restricted view, consistent with the right's original rationale, lest the copyright owner be granted, in effect, a right to imagine.
